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must consider operational culminating points as an integral element to
the success of any campaign. Not to understand the relationship of
culminating points to the success of strategies will only end in disaster.
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HANS DELBRUCK AND CLAUSEWITZ 'S CULMINATING POINTS by MAJ Mark J.
Redlinger, USA, 4@ pages.

-

-

" This monograph searches for an answer to the question:
"What is the relationship between strategies and operational
culminating points?" It begins by examining the theoretical
position of Hane Delbruck and his dual strategies of annihilation
and exhaustion. It then turns to Clausewitz and investigates the
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g% concept of culminating points. Finally, it develops a model of

w{ . strategic combat power which is usad to aid the reader in

‘Qr understanding the theoretical link between operational

iy culminating points and the strategies of exhaustion and

annihilation. This concludes the first part of the monograph.

.
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‘zﬁ The second section of the monagraph is a case study of the

S Yom Kippur War of 1973. This war is used to test the validity of
g our analysis concerning strategies and culminating points. Our
. theory not only is valid, but alsa demonstrates that a strategic

o planner must consider operational culminating points as an

jﬁ integral element to the success of any campaign. Not to

o understand the relationship of culminating points to the success
e of strategies will only end in disaster.
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I. Introductiocn

The United States is facing serious financial
difficulties in its ability to maintain a budget which can
support both domestic and international programs. These
financial difficulties demand a long—-term strategy for the United
States which attributes realistic priorities for our
international goals. Implicit in this strategy must be a
recognition that the defense budget will be austere.* This
budgetary austerity will have a decided impact upon our ability
to resource the operational plans developed to achieve our
strategic objectives. It is instructive to examine how
operational resourﬁe requirebents impact upon strategies. This
investigatiaon requires us to examine the question from twao
levels. First, we will examine the theoretical connection
between operational culminating points and strategies. Second,
we will apply a case study to our theoretical conclusions as a
means to test their validity. In this manner, we expect to
answer the guestion: "What is the relationship between
strategies and operatiocnal culminating paoints?" The answer to
this question has major significance to the United States.

Since World War II, the United States has fought wars
when it was ill-prepared. The Karean War saw the deployment of
an army ill-equipped and ill-trained. A root cause for this
situation was the budget constraints placed upon the military

immediately after World War II. The Korean War was not the last
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military conflict in which the United States’' participation began
on a poar foating. Other examples rould include the Dominican
Republic, the Vietnam War, and Lebanon. In nearly all of these
cases, the United States possessed the time to correct any early
shortcomings. This will nat be the case in the future. Time
will be shart and the action rapid. To be successful against a
formidable foe, the United States must develop a sound strategy
which can be implemented quickly and effectively. Any sound
strategy will call for a clear recognition that ways, means, and
ends must match. It is fortunate for us that this is not new to
military campaigning and that we don’'t have to break new graund
in the theoretical aspects of this problem.

Carl von Clausewitz has already pondered the nature of
culminating points in his book Vom Krieg [On Warl. Hans
Delbruck, a student of Clausewitz, examined strateqies in his

work Geschichte der Kriegskunst im Rahmen der politischen

FPolitical Historvl. It seems appropriate, therefore, that we
select these two giants as the theaoretical starting point for our
research. As in most examinations, we will follow a method in
developing ocur understanding of the theoretical relationship
between Clausewitz ‘s operational culminating points and
Delbruck ‘s strategies.

We will begin our inquiry by defining the main terms.
These are the dual strategies of Delbruck—-—commonly called the

strategy of annihilation and the strategy of attrition—-—and the
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culminating point. 0Only by defining these terms can we explore

their relationships. After probing their relationships, we will

develap a simple strategic model. This model will conceptualize

the linkage between operational culminating points and the

strategies of annihilation and attrition. Of course, a theory’'s

value lies in the manner it clarifies reality. Using our model
as the vehicle, we will demonstrate the validity of our

theorizing in understanding how operational culminating points

impacted on the outcome of the Yom Kippur War of 1973. Our paper

will finish, then, with important observations concerning

strategies and culminating points.
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N 11. Definiticn of Terms
X ii. Zefinition of leras
W

ot We begin this section with Hans Delbruck and his concepts

of strategies of annihilation (Niederwmerfungsstrategie) and ‘

v J exhaustion (Ermattungsstrategie). We next will focus upon Carl
§:t von Clausewitz and his concepts of culminating points. Finally,
'$§ we will develop a model for understanding the relationships
ila between culminating points and strategies of annihilation and

e

Aoy attrition.

Ny

::-_E: A. Hans Delbruck’'s Dual Strategies

® j Hans Delbruck was one of the earliest serious scholars of
a; Clausewit2z. Being a political historian, Delbruck was intrigued
’Eﬁ with Clausewitz 's connection between the military ways an& the

Ra " <
( ] political ends. From these writings Delbruck began to consider
?%; the relationship between the strategic and political goals of a
‘Si state. "To come back aonce more to that fundamental sentence of
:2- Clausewitz, no strategical idea can be considered completely

?“E without considering the political goal."=

‘JS In 1900 Hans Delbruck published his first volume to the
“: Geschichte der Kriegskunst im Rahmen der politischen Geschichte.
iéE Volume 1V, the last volume, was finished the year the First World
gﬁ War ended and published in 192@8. Th= research for this volume
;:ﬁ had been completed prior to 1914.3 (Contained in this last volume

-

; % was a chapter exclusively treating the subject of strategy. It
M) is worth our time to examine this chapter. First, however, we
é&l need some German—-English translation.
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Walter Renfroe, in translating the Delbruck’'s four volume
work, translated Ermattungsstrategie as "strategy aof attrition,”
and Niederwertungsstrategie as "strategy of annihilation.”"* We
believe that the translation of Ermattungsstrategie as "strategy
of attrition" confuses Delbruck’'s intent. Erwmattungsstrategie
derives its meaning from the German transitive verb ermatten
which means werden [to becomel] matt.® Hatt is an adjective which
means schwach [weakl, ikrarttlos [paowerlessl, lustlos [without
desire or pleasurel, aude [tiredl].® The substantive form of
ermatten is Ermattung which means "das Ermatten; das
Ermattetsein, Hattheit, Mattigkerit."? The Ermattungsstrategie,
therefaore, is not properly defined by the term "attrition
strategy”.

Ermattungsstrategie, in the purest form, is a maneuver
strategy.® The strategist seeks a manner in which to weaken the
opposing commander 's will or forces. The term "strategy of

becoming exhausted" or "strategy of exhaustion," therefore, is a
more applicable term for Ermattungsstrategie. In fact, both
strategies have some element of attrition.

Both strategies seek to alter the relative strength of
the appasing armies such as to make their opponent weaker than
themsel ves. It is a tautology to call Ermattungsstrategie a

"strategy of attrition” and Niedermerfungsstrategie a "strategy

of annihilation” when annihilation also includes attrition of the

i}
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%&: opposing forces. The only distinction between the two terms

Yl

{ would be one of distance and time and not of quality and

Ve

'Qj substance.¥ Hans Delbruck had something different in mind with
My

jﬁi Ermattungsstrategie:

v One may not so much place his hopes on completely

° defeating the enemy as on wearing him cut and exhausting

%M¢ him by blows and destruction of all kinds to the extent

5 that in the end he prefers to accept the conditions of

@u» the victor, which in this case must always show a

6'* certain moderation.?®

ﬁh% Delbruck recognized, though, that there was no absolutely
"-

pure form of maneuver strategy in war. All warfare implied

battle, and all battles implied attrition. The battle was a

J.EE&%?

Y ; subordinate instrument, though, in a strategy of exhaustion. In
‘n').

53 a strategy of annihilatiaon, however, battle was the predominant
i _

5? element. The decisive battle becomes the focal point.** This is

p—~

evident when we examine the word NiederwerTung.

I

Niederwertung is the substantive form of Niederwerrten.

o e .

Ry Ey-ky Xy Ay 2y
e

5 N A B 3N

k
o

Niederwerften is a transitive verb meaning "zu Boden

&

werten...unterdrucken, niederschlagen (Aufstand’)."*2 The context

§ey
Loy

]

ﬁ?{ is clear. Nisderwmerrten is to throw someone to the flaor, to
N

.g@ place someone on their knees, ar ta suppress or put down a
o) revolt. There is violence in the word itsel+f. It is an

-

o Fa ey
e =1

@

o o
(‘.(?:':1

Ak

absolute. The substantive meaning of Niederwerfung is

»

suppression ar overthrow. The Miederwertungsstrategie is a

strategy of violent overthrow or prostration. Battle is the sole
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instrument. The destruction of the opposing army the way. The

description of this strategy as a strategy of annihilation is
slightly misleading.

The German word for military annihilation is aufreiben
which means to wipe out. In fact, the example used by the

dictionary is "...die Truppen wurden voellig aufgerieben. "33

This sense is different than the meaning of Niederwerfen. The
strategy of MNiederwer¥en is not a strategy of annihilation, but a
strategy of prostration and suppression. The strateqy uses
battle to bring the opposing army and thereby the opposing state
to its knees:
The first natural principle of all strategy is to

assemble one’'s forces, seek out the main force of the

enemy, defeat it, and follow up the victory until the

defeated side subjects itself to the will of the victor

and accepts his conditions, which means in the maost

extreme case up to occupation of the entire enemy
country.*+

The phrase "strategy of annihilation” is appropriate for the
German word Niederwmertungsstrategie only if we understand
annihilation to mean the complete subjugation of the opposing
country. The first step to this subjugation is the defeat of the
field army. This use of battle is important to the strategy of
annihilation and distinguishes it from the strategy of
exhaustion:

Consequently, battle plays a role bath in the strategy

of annihilation and that of attrition [(Renfroe’'s
translation of Ermattungsstrategiel], but the difference

is that in the former strategy it is the one means that
outweighs all others and draws all others into itself,

while in the strategy of attrition it is to be regarded
as one means that can be chosen from among several.:S




The political process determines the ends of both strategies, but

the ways are distinctly different.

e

X 2
EFr¥ra

In order to conduct a strategy of annihilation one must

x

have sufficient superiority sa that the army can win not only a

great victory, but can totally occupy and enslave the oppasing

50

'r‘:b

country or allies. It is this total destruction, the throwing of

the opponent to the floor, which achieves the subjugation of the

N Pt
LR

opposing farce’'s military, paolitical, and social will.
Niederwerftungsstrategie demands battle because it seeks to
destroy the opponent’'s forces and will absolutely. Most armies
have sufficient military force to win the first great victory,
but not encugh to besiege the enemy’'s country.*® In this case
the co—-equal strateqgy of exhaustion is appropriate.

The ways to the ends are far more varied with

ttg Ermattungsstrategie. "...[Wlhen the will and the power did not
{i& allow a decision, then strategy had to be limited accordingly. A
tj' commander who lacked the will or the power could not wage a war
fsa of annihilation."*? The battle is accepted only when the loss of
Hag the army is not at risk. A strateqy of exhaustion is not,
‘!;7 therefore, battle warfare.
ég& A discussion of Clausewitz is not far remaoved from our
%Ea previous discussion of Delbruck. Hans Delbruck’'s develaopment of
;ﬁi his dual strategies is in many ways an extension of Clausewitz's
:_ﬁ own writings. According to Delbruck, Clausewitz accepted the
%ﬁi notion that a strategy of exhaustion is a co—equal to the
-
‘hx strategy of annihilation.:*®
0N
‘2
.:»." 8 ‘
s |
Yo j: i
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: B. Clausewitz s Culminating Points
k? Clausewit:z discusses the concept of culminating point
t
Bu three times in his book Vom Krigeg-——the first time in Chapter
ad Eight of Book Six, the second time in Chapter Five of Book Seven,
’;2 and finally in Chapter Twenty-two of Book Seven. Each time he
g?ﬂ discusses culminating point from a different perspective.

In the first instance, Clausewitz discusses the types of

=

resistance found in warfare. He identifies four cases of

F

h$ defensive actions. First, the defender immediately attacks the
s
Eb enemy forces as they enter the theater of operations. Second,
_Q“ the defender pre—-empts the enemy. Third, the defender awaits the
l.*-
o attack. Finally, the defender withdraws to the interior. The
r{'_‘a
‘€$ purpose in this final resistant action is to use time and space
% as a vehicle for weakening the opponent.*® However, Clausewit:z
o
o) recognized that there was a limit to which the fourth case was
W
X ﬁ effective.
.00
:) As long as the attacker's strength was diminishing at a
For:
?
f? rate faster than the defender 's, then it was to the defender’'s
T\
o
A advantage to wait. Clausewitz recognized that at some point the
)
'Q defender must engage in battle. "While we may have more time and
'
fi we can wait until the enemy is at his weakest, the assumption
g
o will remain that we shall have to take the initiative in the
1,500
o end."2® Fach advance by the attacking army led to a loss of
W
k 5 territory and a corresponding loss of manpower and industrial
b
; g potential.
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The territory held by the advancing army was an unpaid
mortgage which the defender must foreclose before force of arms
settled the account. When the defender ‘s balance sheet was no
longer increasing relative to the attacker, the defender engaged
in battle or lost everything:

The tension continues to exist, and the decision is

still to come. So long as the defender ‘s strength
increases every day while the attacker ‘s diminishes, the
absence of a decision is in the former’'s best interest;
but if only because the effects of the general losses to
which the defender has continually exposed himself are
finally catching up with him, the point of culmination
will necessarily be reached when the defender must make
up his mind and act, when the advantages of waiting have
been completely exhausted.=2

The next occurrence in which Clausewitz discussed the
culminating point was in Chapter Five of Baook Seven, "The
Attack." Here Clausewitz addressed the other pole of the idea
which he had introduced in Chapter Eight of Book Six.

Success in a battle comes from a superiarity in moral and
physical strength. The attacker, through friction and
application of force, loses his strength in some degree. This
reduction in force arises from the need to secure rear ar=2as and
occupy terrain, econamy of force operations, decreased will,
sicknesses, and the defection of allies.®2® When the attacker’'s
strength weakens, there arises a moment when "...the remaining
force is just enough to maintain a defense and wait for peace."2>
1f the attacker were to proceed beyond this moment, then the

defender ‘s moral and physical strength becomes superior to the

attacker ‘'s. This moment, i.e., the moment when both faorces are
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W\: in balance and the attacker’'s strength is sufficient to overcome
DO
!‘ the tension of warfare, Clausewitz called the "...culminating
e
Rt ',
i%? point aof the attack. "=+
A
$\F There is one more culminating point Clausewitz described.
‘D Clausewitz saw that there were times when the superiority of the

s

attacker is not sufficient to defeat the opposing army. In such

W
L : instances war is conducted to acquire certain advantages by the

( i attacker over the defender. These advantages may even be

r‘a psycholagical. The key consideration in such wars is that the

? ﬁ attacker does not have the strength to destroy the opposing army,
ﬁi! but does have the strength to achieve and maintain the political
i}ﬁ advantage and the equilibrium. This moment of equilibrium is

g f called the “culminating point of victory."2s

{:; There are twa pramiment views about what Clausewitz meant
'%k: by the “culminating point of victory."” Some see it to be that
%:5 point in which the the victory conditions have been reached. To
;ir go beyond the victory conditions for the sake of aggrandizement
"y

could actually create a situation in which the army is so

weakened that the defender has the capability to counterattack

and defeat an otherwise victorious army. Clausewitz appears to

%

confirm this interpretation when he writes:

n’:ﬂ‘—'

\"Y'-

&

.«s-the utilitization of victory, a continued advance
in an offensive campaign, will usually swallow up the

o superiagrity with which one began or which was gained by
o the victory.

ﬂ{ At this point we are bound to ask: if all this is
‘O true, why does the winner persist in pursuing his

g& victorious course, in advancing his offensive? Can one
P really still call this a "utilization of victory?"

e Would he not do better to stop before he begins to lose

o

the upper hand?...

11

L

|
AR FIT =

o

s

7

l:".

N AANIT N R N T, i O g L5 ,
"::‘:’:‘!" f':'f'- -'ll:... X .O i .o'lf. :?:"f:"‘,a"!o “:".‘,".l.".ﬂf‘l'?:.w (SO

(M0 W0 M)

Ay 3 et R0 " \ AN N SN *
QOISY [ ST N SNSRI KRS K N A S AN

N




Thus the superiority one has or gains in war is anly
the means and not the end; it must be risked for the
sake of the end. But one must know the point to which
it can be carried in order not to overshoot the target;
otherwise instead of gaining new advantages, one will
disgrace oneself.=e
The passage provides some support to this first interpretation of
the "culminating point of victory."

The second intrepretation understands that every attack
leads to victory, i.e., peace, or ends in a defense of the
attackers gains. The "culminating point of victory" occurs when
the defender hasn’'t collapsed and the attacker is about to lase
effective superiority.®¥ This second view is broader than the
first. It recognizes that there are campaigns which do in fact
end in the successful attainment of the political goal. There
are oéher campaigns, however, which do not have the means to
attain the political goals. Regardless of which situation, there
is a point of culmination which is the maximum point of success.
To continue the campaign beyond this paint runs the risk of
defeat.=®® How do we resolve these two interpretations of
Clausawitz?

Actually, there probably isn‘t any way to conclusively
determine which of these two views are in keeping with
Clausewitz ‘s original thoughts. We, however, opt for the second
interpretation as the more accurate understanding of what
Clausewitz meant by the "culminating point of victory." We

believe this to be the case because of one important passage in

Vom Krieg:
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There is no need to cite historical examples in
L order to prove that this is haow loss of superiority
f“. affects a strategic attack. Indeed, such instances
;ﬁ' occur sg frequently that we have felt it necessary tao
‘Qu investigate their underlying causes. 0Only with the rise
&{: of Bonaparte have there been campaigns between civilized
%& states where superiority has consistently led to the
ol enemy’'s collapse. Before his time, every campaign had
k) ended with the winning side attempting to reach a state
aﬁ of balance in which it could maintian itself. At that
oy point, the progress of victory stopped, and a retreat
Qq might even be called for. This culminating point in
h victory is bound to recur in every future war in which
RS the destruction of the enemy cannot be the military
( aim...=2"
n'.:-
V’ The above passaqe clearly distinguishes between two different
) q
? ends. One end is total victory over the enemy. The other end is
D
Ja®..
.Q a negotiated peace at a pasition of military advantage.3®
' ]
s hd
fﬁ; Napoleon was a general whao could consistently achieve the
b
Wt VR
ﬁh? first end. He was an historical aberration. The uncertainty of
'.l
%ﬁ' battle, the risk of defeat, and the burden of responsibilityv
o
(%)
:h: cvarwhelms the general. It is for these reasons that Clausewitz
)
L
=§$ says, "...the great majority of generals will prefer to stop well
LN
1{ shart of their objective rather than risk approaching it too
W
,%3 closely..."3* These passages strongly suggest, then, that our
) |
g& understanding of the "culminating paint of victory"” is most
® likely the one closest to Clausewitz’'s own thought. We naw
]
)
%' return to our discussion of culminating points in general.
s,
}: In each of the culminating points Clausewitz described,
he implied an understanding of tension, equilibrium, and
)
;qﬁ reaction. Clausewitz believed that there was a tension which
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exists between the attacker and the defender. The clash of the
military armies created this tension. As the war progressed
there arose three possibilities.

First, the diminishing strength of the attacker, the
increasing strength of the defender, or a combination of both
brought the war to an equilibrium. This equilibrium remains in
tension. The balance is broken when one of the parties’ armies
is able to overcome his opponent. Clausewitz called this balance
point the culminating point. I+f+ the attacker proczeds bevond
this point, then the strength of the defender out of inherent
tension causes a reactian in the faorm of an attack. This
counterattack, according to Clausewitz, ends in a situation
disproportionately more advantageaus to the defender.3=2

The second possibility is the end of the war. This may
accur because the end state has been achieved. It may also occur
because the equilibrium or culminating paint fell short of the
original goals. In the second instance, the attacker moderates
his objectives and concludes the war with a negotiated peaca.
This second situation occurs ideally at the "culminating point of
victory."”

The third possibility——a maintenance of the
equilibrium——realizes itself in conflicts shaort of war. Each
side continually counters opposing increases in strength. There
is an implicit danger to this last passibility. The longer the

impasse continues, the greater the chance one side might achieve

a momentary and unexpected increase in strength such as a J




X

:§$ technological advance, a sudden famine, a breakdown in the

1%

ﬂﬂ; alliance, etc. This windfall would lead to victory. We need to
:ﬁﬁ make an important distinction. The operational culminating point
Eg? is not an operational pause.

LA ¥

%é. The culminating point by Clausewitzian definition is a
5*: moment of balance within the aperational plan. To proceed beyond
%ﬁg " this equilibrium would lead to a reaction——counterattack——by the
!

] defender. This reaction would end in embarrassment or the defeat
E“ ot the attacker. The culminating point marks the end of an

fﬂs aoperational plan. To proceed beyond this paoint opens the

\: attacker to the defender ‘s violent reaction and significant risk.
;g% An aoperational pause, on the other hand, occurs when the attacker
;fi has come to a momentary suspension in the attack, but not in the
i; agperatianal plan. The overall strength of the attacker is still
i?& sufficient to achieve the ends.

C. Dual Strateqgies and Culminating Paints

V)

Every operational plan will end in one of two ways.

et

X 0)

A Either it will achieve the defined end state, or it will fall
D)

W short. When it falls short, this will also occur in one of two
vt

‘2' ways. Either it will fall short because it has reached an

)

)

? operational culminating point, ar it will fall short because it
" ’t

#ﬁ has exceeded an operational culminating point and is suffering
! .

o the effects of the violent reaction discussed by Clausewitz.
o
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The end state in the operational plan may be the complete

destruction of the opposing political state, or it may be a
limited goal such as seizure of a province; however, the end
state does not define the strategy. What determines the strategy
is the operational culminating point. Why is this?

The failure of the aperational plan leads to the failure
of the strategy which leads to the failure of the political end
state. An operational plan whose culminating point arrives
before the attacker or the defender reaches the strategic
objective is a failed plan. However, this does not mean that the
strategic objective cannot be met. It merely means that the
current operational plan fell shaort aof the mark.

I1f the operational culminating point is not linked to a
culminating point of victory in the theater, then a new
operationallplan with additional resources may still achieve the
desired strategical end state. When the operational culminating
point is linked to the culminating point of victory, however, the
attacker has no ather choice but to alter his political goals,
change his strategy, or run the risk of defeat.

It is hard to predict or identify the culminating point
of victory for a particular strategy. In fact, the operational
culminating point will most likely be the first indicator that
the culminating point of victory has been exceeded or at least
reached. For example, the decrease in the water stream at the

end of the hose is generally the first indicator that there is a
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blockage in the source. The key to identifying the culminating
paint of victory and therefore the necessity to alter the
strategy or sue for peace is an operational culminating point.

Every culminating point of victory has an aoperatiocnal
culminating paoint either potentially or actually. We say
potentially in that the attacker or defender may realize that the
continuation of the plan is no longer practical. The attacker or
defender will then opt to stop the current operations and develaop
a new strategy bagsed upon different and usually reduced political
goals. It is even possible that one or the other or both might
sue for peace. The options, however, in changing the strategy
involve either changing from a strategy of annihilatiaon to a
strategy of exhaustion, or chanqging from a strategy of exhaustion
to a strategy of annihilation.

We h?ve spoken sufficiently about culminating points and
Delbruck’s dual strategies. We now need to turn tg the last area
of discussion in this section. Can we model the relationship
between culminating points and the strategies of exhaustion and
battle?

D. The Strategic Model

The purpose of most models is to aid the user in
understanding and identifying those factors which influence
events. Some of these models purport to be accurate
representations of the real world. Some are only approximations.
Our model is meant to be a conceptualized representation of the

factors which influence strategic success.
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Assuming that strategic combat paower is analogous to a
physical force, then in a state of equilibrium the sum of all
forces must equal zero. In warfare, this is the condition we
find during peace. If a nation’'s military might was only a
function aof its actual army, therefore, we could explain all
conflicts as an imbalance in actual military strength. Haowever,
warfare is not so simple. There are other forces which influence
international stability. These international influences are
potential forces consisting of participating, supparting, and
neutral nations.

Participating nations are countries which involve
themselves in direct military action. Supporting nations are
countries which provide raw resources, econamic assistance,
industrial power, diplomatic support, basing rights, etc.
Finglly, neutral nations are all the others. Neutral nations are

important to strategists when considering consequences of

military actions. Their importance lies in their potential

‘%ﬁ ability to influence the outcome aof a war. The United States in
l~. a

"
’:? World War One is an example of a neutral country which became a
‘s
,. supporting nation and finally a participating state. Besides
Dot a"

?@ recognizing the impact the international scene has on a country’'s
AN

*J‘ . . . . .

ﬁg ability to go to war, we also recognize other factors which

[)
’Lr impact on operations and strategy.

n{‘. .
.i&: All armies are like sharks-—they have voracious
AL
:;3 appetites. Even a standing army which is not conducting wartime
) "u"
e operations consumes resources. The army must, therefare,
M
D ":":‘
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.; replenish itself. The source af these replenishment is found in
‘ the mobilization potential of the country. This mobilization

ia potential is dependent upon transportation assets, populace

?E motivation, training base efficiencies, equipment availability,

i‘ industrial might, cil supplies, and most important of all time

®

:ﬁ available. 1If there is not sufficient time to bring the

Ca

s mobilization potential to the battlefield, then the nation‘s

‘s

(d resources possess na value. There is one last factor which the
 3 defender possesses, but not the attacker.

L3 Every defender has an inherent advantage merely because
t he is on the defense. This advantage is relative and consists of
}: the i1inherent resistance of a defender’'s army mass. A more common
i: term for this concept is the cohesiveness of the defense. The

e

N

quality of this inherent resistance varies from armv to army and

~

:\ organization to organization. These, then, are the factors which
e, ' .
b form our simplified model of strategic combat power.

The strategic combat power of the attacker would consist

L4

2O

3 of his actual armed forces, participating military allies,
;E nations supporting his effort, and his ability to sustain and
:;. replenish his forces by maobilizing his country’s resources. The
:% strategic combat power of the defender would mirror that of the
;# attacker in all things with the addition, however, of the

4! inherent advantage possessed by the defense. This means ta say
ig that in a state of equilibrium or peace both the attacker s
E; forces and the defender 's forces must be equal. Required and

. assumed by our model is the fact that the attacker and the
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defender recognize this equality of forces. Experience'also
tells us that there are times when one faorce is superior to
another, but there is no war. This occurs because the nation
with superiority does not desire to attack. We express our model
as follows:

Forceactacxer- = (military army) + (participating nations)
+ (supporting nations) + (mobilization and sustainment potential)

Forcegestenage = (military army) + (participating nations)
+ (supporting nations) + (mobilization and sustainment potential)
+ (defensive cohesiveness)

E. The Model, Culminating Paints, and Strategies

We ended the last section by describing peace as a
condition of equilibrium between aopposing powers. During moments
of tension, however, the equilibrium may shift. OQur model tells
us that this shift can occur in one of two wayé: by either
increasing one’'s actual military strength through mobilization,
or by wooing suppoarting or neutral nations to one‘s side.s If the
opposing nation cannot either compensate for the enemy’'s new
mobilized strength or if he cannot woo counterbalancing
supporting or neutral farces to his side, then we have the
possibility of war. There is a possibility in that there still
must exist a desire by one side to attack and a desire by the
other side to defend. This describes what occurs during the
transition from peace to war.

As the war progresses, assuming that the attacker was
able to exert enough force to overcome the inertia of peace,

there are various events which occur. The consumption of the
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\,‘: attacker and the defender increases. According to ST 101-2

(' Planning Factors, for example, the personnel consumption rates of

i:‘ss the attacker is generally three times as high as the defender on

the first day of battle ar?d two times as high in succeeding days.

ii',,. This di;H‘erence in consumﬁtion rates is approximately true in all

:‘&‘ other categories.>> The attacker must make up for his losses.

::E &n attacker replenishes his losses by further mobilizing

S national assets, by counterbalancing his losses through the

;: defeat of the opposing army, or by invalving other nations in his
.

;:‘I.\: effort. In a strategy of annihilation, the attacker attempts to

' offset his losses by accomplishing the second alternative. The

.\E:.E’ attacker hopes to defeat the defender 's army or a critical army
“a!

:f':f in the defender ‘s alliance. The concept in this strategy is

K

{, simple. Once the defender’'s field army is not a factor, then the

\':E: remaining elements of strategic combat power become irreievant

%": and the political leadership of the attacking country or alliance

can dictate peace. The strategy of exhaustion approaches the

::J problem differently.

*_") In a strategy of exhaustion the attacker either cannot or

‘J, does naot wish to destray the defender’'s army. The attacker opts,

:?: instead, to apply his entire spectrum of strategic combat

;EE pawer—not solely his field army——against the defender’'s

'_ vulnerable forces. These vulnerable forces may include the

:' defender 's field army, but not as an end in itself. The

‘. :E advantage to a strategy of exhaustion is that the attacker does i

, . nat necessarily risk the loss of the field army. In fact, this 1

.:s‘

i
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§ strateqgy could theoretically be conducted without ever risking a
(. major battle. All wars, though, do involve some conflict between
s

d the deplaved forces. 0Our model further aids us in understanding
E% the effects of operational culminating points on the dual

}‘ strategies of Deibruck’s.

'

t A culminating point of victory occurs when the strategic
% combat paower of the attacker can no longer defeat the opposing
{J strategic combat power of the defender to a degree sufficient to
)? achieve the political end state. To exceed this point would

j cause a reaction by the defender such that the results would be
_é decidedly to the advantage of the defender. An operational

culminating point, however, is different depending upon the

strategy being executed.

Palol e

3
H In a strategy of annihilation the operational plan seeks
Dy .
%» to destroy the defender’'s field army in battle. 1In a strategy aof
) annihilation, therefore, the operational culminating peaint occurs
2
when the field army of the attacker can no longer defeat the
[/
} field army of the defender to a degree sufficient to achieve the
g\'
,: operational objective of the campaign plan. When this situation
A
occurs, our model leads us to some interesting conclusions,
%
e 4
:%‘ Though the field army aof the attacker is not sufficient
.
;j to destroy the defender 's field army, the attacker’'s total
N
@ strategic combat power may still be greater than the defender s
i
': total strateqgic combat power. The fact that the attacker's
Y
ﬁ- strategic combat power is still greater than the defender's
?,
strategic combat power means that a shift in strategy could still
)
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.? obtain the political ends. The attacker must change from a

'

(' strategy of annihilation to a strategy of exhaustion. The
o

.r&'.: purpose of the strategy of exhaustion would be to alter the

?

;;M defender ‘s strategic combat power in a manner that eventually
INLA .

J

makes the attacker 's field army strong enough to conduct a

3
-

strategy of annihilation. If the attacker’'s field army still had

sufficient strength to defeat the defender’'s field army, then a

S350y

change in the operational method would be required——not a shift

e TR R RS

:f% in strategy. We can alsa explain another reason for pursuing a
!
$ strategy of exhaustion.
3; Recognizing that the operational culminating point of the
g% attack no longer permits the attacker to follow a strategy of
:ﬁz annihilation, the political authority may decide to consolidate
g. or limit the political gainé. Here is a case in which the
55' strategic combat difference between the two camps is not
)
%gl sufficient to ever permit a return to a strategy of annihilation.

The attacker simply does not have enough residual force which he

can mobilize into a field army. He has achieved the culminating

'
Mﬁ point of victory. We can also see the implications an

)

_.' operational culminating point has on a strategy aof exhaustion.
Lo V]

;g A strategy of exhaustion does not seek to engage the
'Cay . . s

fﬁs gpposing army in a decisive battle. The strategy seeks to

‘0

® overcome the opponent by systematically reducing the strategic
e

?3 combat power of the enemy across all of the defined paower

-5

pﬁ variables. Of the two strategies, the strategy of exhaustion
) “'“r

Q requires a closer integration of the political initiatives and
a5
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the operational plan. The operational culminating point for a
strategy of exhaustion occurs when the field army is incapable of
decisively affecting any of the variables of strategic combat
power. This may transpire because the defender suddenly receives
new raw materials from external sources, or anather ;auntry
allies itself with the defender, or the attacker suffers internal
difficulties, etc. At this moment, the attacker must determine
whether an opportunity exists to destroy the opposing army. 1f
it does, then a strategy of annihilation must be adopted. On the
other hand, if the attacker cannot destroy the opposing army,
then he must negotiate a peace treaty before the balance shifts
in favor of his enemy. This is a case in which an operational

culminating point is alsoc the culminating paoint af victory.
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I1I. Historical Example——the Yam Kippur War of 1973

There are a variety of historical examples which we could
pick to illustrate the validity of cur model. The Marne Campaign
1914, for instance, would be a'good example. Another example
would be the Korean War. Much has been written about both of
these wars. However, it would be more beneficial to select a war
within the past twenty years. For this reason we have selected
the Yom Kippur War of 1973.

The Yom Kippur War provides a good example of warfare in
an age of superpawers and client states. Both sides of this
conflict, the Arabs and the Israelis, had the support of a
superpower. Furthermore, they both realized that the superpowers
would at some point intervene in order to bring the conflict to
an end. Additionally, there were clearly defined political ends.
We will examine the political ends of one particular theater of
operations within this theater of war. We are speaking of the
theater of operations at the Israeli Southern Front. The two
protagonists in this theater were the Egyptians and the Israelis.

The political objectives for the Egyptians can be traced
back to the end of the Six Day War in 1967. President Sadat was
not pleased with the Israeli occupation of the Sinai FPeninsula.
He used military and political maneuverings in an effart to
regain this lost territory. The peace talks with Israel reached

a political stalemate. In order to break this stalemate,

)
]

)

3\ ¥ 0 W) A q AU .

\ (T R OO Q QO30 0 CUXHK) g W \

.",:?‘,‘l. ?w:“t.‘?u‘f’.‘.'i-"hl'o:‘!o:'?::"vf'.’n:"-.»'9!'#"0‘.‘5?',‘-3!':'. R R K e T K N P T R I
T o AT W A% T AT Yy A% AT T A 07 1T a0, A T, T A Tl

59,075 4% 2
,M.’t‘.-'n"’a’



'Q

]

pS

gﬁ President Sadat determined that military action was necessary.

ih Additionally, Sadat’s own internal political problems gave

;’: impetus for military action.®* President Sadat decided to attack
_;E across the Suez Canal.

‘;\ The initial plan for the military operation consisted of
Q. a clean sweep af the Sinai and the Gaza Strip. This ogperation
%: was to destroy all enemy forces in the occupied zone. In short,
(  this was a strateqy of annihilation. Lieutenant General Saad el
%: Shazly, the Egyptian Chief of Staff, disagreed. He felt that the
§§ Egyptian army did not have the means to achieve such an ambitious
" abjective as the defeat of all enemy forces within the occupied
;ﬁé zone. Instead, he felt that a more limited operational plan

E;% could achieve the political goal. Lieutenant General Saad el

{. Shazly based this appraisal upon four factors.>S

First, the weakness of the Egyptian air force prevented

TEE

-

direct confrontation with the enemy. The plan was to use the air

-

nr
force for sudden ground strikes and to avoid air encounters.

DAY =

. 1]
$ﬁu Second, the SAMs (surface—~to—air missiles) had limitations in
K ]

»%: offensive actions. The SAM sites were static and could not move
b

‘3 forward. Third, Israel ‘s army had to be forced to fight under

7

fﬁ unfavarable conditions. Lieutenant General Saad el Shazly

“od
Y]
{33 realized that the Israelis could not sustain a long war. The

o Israelis always were concerned about losing men. This forced the

3

f Israelis into blitzkrieg campaigns. Finally, there was a need to
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fight a war with limited, but reachable goals. This was
necessary so as to imbue a winning spirit into the Egyptian
army.3% {ieutenant General Saad el Shazly apparently recognized
the relationship between operational culminating points and
strategies. He advocated a strategy of annihilation whose abject
was the elimination of Israeli forces along the Suez Canal. This
was an objective achievable before the Egyptian Army reached
their operational culminating point. The second phase to this
military success was the attainment of the political goals. This
would be accomplished by altering the strategy from one of battle
to one of exhaustion. The plan adapted by the Egyptians
reflected this thinking.

The final plan was divided into two phases. The first
phase was the crossing of the Suez Canal and the consolidation of
the bridgeheads. The Egyptian’ s second phase was contingent upon
a successful attack and heavy Israelis losses. If these two
conditions were met, then the Egyptians would push on to the
Sinai passes. If the two conditions were not met, then the
Egyptians would continuing the consolidation of the east bank and
await superpower intervention (the change to a strategy of
exhaustion). The second phase was called Granite Two.3” The
Israelis had a different problem.

The political goal of the Israelis was national survival.
The end aof the Six Day War of 1967 saw the Israelis in possession
of the Sinai and Gaza Strip. This occupation provided not only

early warning and a buffer zone in case of renewed Egyptian




aggra2ssion, but was also a bargaining chip in negatiations to
bring permanent peace to the Mideast. When the Soviets blocked
peace efforts in the region, the Israelis held on to the
territory. In September of 1967 the Arab Summit Conference at
Khartoum passed a resclution which said that they would not
negotiate with Israel, not recognize Israel, and not have peace
with Israel. This laid the seeds for the Yom Kippur War in
1973.3®

The Israeli strategic plan required three things:

...intelligence, which should give sufficient

warning to> mobilize reserves; a standing army, which

would fignt the holding phase of an enemy attack; and an

air force, which had a large regular component. These

three eiements were designed to win time and hald the

line until the reserves moved in and took over.3"
It is clear fraom these three points that the Israelis were
hampered by insufficient manpower to maintain a large standing
army. This necessitated a blitzkrieg operation at the earliest
opportunity with the goal of eliminating the opposing army. The
strategy for the Israelis was two-fold.

In case of a small incursion, the Israelis would fight a
strateqy of annihilation, i.e., eliminating Egyptian forc=s on
the east bank. In the case of general war, the Israelis had a
shart term strategy of exhaustion--holding the line until the

arrival of the reserves——followed by battle. To meet this

strategy in the Southern Command, the Israelis developed an

operational plane called Shovach Yonim with a branch called Sela.
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The operational plan Shovach Yonim consisted of two

-

elements. First, the small standing army along the Suez Canal

o gy

ﬁsi would block any attempts of a canal crossing by operating out of
%&7 strongpoints manned by a total of 436 men.*® Second, the Sinai
t%f , Division would reinforce the strongpoints, protect vital areas
=f§ and installations, and guard the Sinai passes. Included in the
;Tﬁ Sinai Division was a reserve armored brigade to be used as a

(.

(r' reaction force against the main Egyptian effort. Sela was toc be
)

%&: initiated in case of general war. This plan required general

;ﬁ  mobilization and a transition to the offensive as quickly as

'; possible. This offensive would clear the east bank, and then

j;é counterattack cross the canal.*?* The Israelis knew that their
'%?; greatest moment of strength would be in the early stages of war.
EW' They could not survive with a strategy of exhaustion.

;q& The field army of the Egyptians was sufficient to

5 B overcome the canal obstacle. Five infantry divisions against 436
:ﬁk men were a decided advantage. Furthermore, as long as the

iﬁf Egyptians were protected by the S5AM umbrella, they were immune to
gﬂg Israeli air attacks. In other waords, the field army was

3& significantly greater than the field army of their opponent. The
'ﬁ% supporting forces for bath sides were also equal. These

2?% supporting forces included the Soviet Union and the United

States. The Syrian army was a participating force in this war

-

s
b"f and served to draw valuable Israelis resources away from the
o
ot
o Southern Front.
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The initial mabilizing forces were weaker for the
Israelis than for the Egyptians. This was primarily a result of
the fact that the Israelis did not have their field army deplaovyed
while the Egyptians did. Time was critical to the Israelis.

They needed time to mobilize and therefore neutralize the initial
advantage of the Egyptians. The cohesive strength aof the Israeli
strongpoints was high, but their defensive combat advantage was
small. Using our model, we can make some observations.

The overall strategic cambat power for the Egyptians was
probably less than the overall strategic combat power of the
Israelis. This is especially true in light of the dominance
Israelis air power played in the ‘67 war. However, the Egvptian
were able to succeed in the beginning because of two factors.
First, initially their field army was stronger than the Israelis;
and second, the SAM ;mbrella eftectively neutralized a major
combat feature of the Israeli army. The Egyptians did not
successfully explaoit their initial advantage, but they did
achieve their operatiocnal objectives before reaching their
operational culminating paint. This operational culminating
point was readily apparent.

Due to the offensive limitations of their SAM sites, the
Egyptians could only maintain their greater operational strength
a limited distance into the Sinai Peninsula. This operational
advantage was dependent upon neutralization of the Israeli air
force. Without the destruction of the air force, the operational

plan could not proceed bevond the east bank. This meant that the
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.$ operational success was not possible beyond the SAM umbrella. We
(Y}

kv have a culminating point effectively associated with a weapon

1.'

e

Q{ system’'s range limits.

W

& The Israelis, on the other hand, needed a decisive battle
it

: in order to achieve the operational objectives of Sela. Without
M)

h their air force, this decisive battle was not possible. Their
!

:ﬁ' field army was not sufficient in itself to destroy the Egyptian
!

force——a requirement in a strategy of annihilation. Not having

¥
PRPLPE L

Y L)

to worry about air attacks, the Egyptians could employ their

%\ mobile reserves and overcome any Israeli effort to cross the Sue:z
:i: Canal. It appeared that the Egyptian strategy of exhaustion

izg would be as successful as their strategy of annihilation.

EE: However, sometimes defeat is snatched from victory.

T

On 14 October 1973 the situation changed. The Egyptians,

..—qb

A

e

because of pressure from Syria and most likely intoxicated with

£
w

their initial successes, implemented their plan to attack forward

--ca
‘ <’-
L h
-

to the Sinai passes. This operation carried them ocucside their

A

SAM umbrella and also committed their mobile reserves. The

-

“l
éb Egyptian field army had radically altered its strength relative
%; to the Israeli field army. The Israeli air force became a key

-
v

player and was able to decisively defeat the Egyptian attack.

-.“Y}‘}"j

}i Our model tells us that such a drastic shift in field strength
:, should lead to the demise of a strategy of exhaustion. Key to a
.% strateqy of exhaustion is the existence of the field army. The
‘.
ey army is not to be lost. Though the Egyptians did not actually
44
_t lose their army, they did lose its ability to influence future
i
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&Q: action. In essence, the Egyptian Operation Granite Two surpassed
(‘. its operational culminating point within the time it took to
crass the SAM umbrella.

Our model also tells us that a strategy of annihilation

demands that the field army of the attacker be sufficient to

decisively destroy the defender’'s army. With the defeat of the

LA
f

Egyptian 14 Octaober gperation and the completion of Israeli

5

PR - -

mobilization, the Israelis had the strength necessary to

A
;&? operationally achieve a strategy af annihilation. They were able
?:i to attack across the canal and neutralize the SAM umbrella. They
R
1!?' then isolated the Egyptian Third Army. Even though the ends were
g@; limited, the means were not. The Israelis were able to achieve
vﬁ;: their operational goal. Because they had not surpassed their

gwﬁ operational culminating point, they were able to maintain their
?&- field army and the operational equilibrium in their favor.

:3& From the example of the Yom Kippur War of 1973, our model
:?v has demonstrated the ability to describe operatiaonal plans, their
:g; successes, their failures, and the impact operational culminating
MIDE
;E% points have on strategic success. It also illustrated another
W

, important point.

i —
gga The Egyptian decision to attack toward the passes was
m X caused by pressure from the Syrians.?® Here is a case in which
EL” the oprrational plan was changed to accommodate political
:$§ considerations in an alliance. Our model demonstrated that an
iﬁg attack by the Egyptians beyond the SAM umbrella doomed a strategy
;\
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& of annihilation to failure. Furthermore, it ran the risk of
A
(T severely changing the ratio of field armies to such an extent
¥
o
sh that their strategy of exhaustion would be defeated-—and was.
)
K Exceeding the operational culminating point of the second
R
e operation resulted in a situation which exceeded the operational
i
i: culminating point of the first operation. For a political
. ) accommaodation, the Egyptians lost both operations and permitted

the Israelis to win theirs. This is a good example where the

]

Egyptians had achieved their culminating paoint of victory and

X ---«f‘.
5 -“#a'; :

then surpassed it.
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IV. Canclusiaon

We have analyzed the relationship between aoperational
culminating points and strategies. We began by examining the
German words Ermattungsstrategie and Niederwerftungsstrategie.
This examination concluded by our defining Ermattungsstrategie as
a "strategy aof exhaustion,” and Miederwerfungsstrategie as a
"strategy of annihilation.” We then sought an understanding of
the theory behind these two strategies and operational
culminating points as explained by Hans Delbruck and Carl von
Clausewitz. With this theoretical thought, we developed a model
which conceptualized the elements of strateqic combat power as:

Forclactacker = (military army) + (participating nations)
+ (supporting nations) + (mabilization and sustainment potential)

Forclamtenader = (military army) + (participating nations)
+ (supporting nations) + (maobilization and sustainment potential)
+ (defensive cohesiveness)

Using our model, we described how operational culminating points
are intricately linked to the strategic plan. This linkage is
critical tc overall succ=ass.

The operational culminating point brings the operatiopnal
plan to a termination. In a strategy of annihilation, this means
that the strength of the attacker’'s military force is no longer
sufficient to win the decisive battle. Consequently, the
attacker needs either to opt for a strategy of exhaustion or to

negotiate a peace treaty with a maderation in his original

political goals. In a strategy of exhaustion, the operational
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i culminating point occurs with the loss of the field army and
S f sustainment potential to maintain the equilibrium. The lass of

&
3*2 the field army means that the enemy can occupy and destroy the
::§ mobilization and sustainment resources of the homeland. Our case

};i study of the Yom Kippur War of 1973 illustrated the ;alidity of
&é our theory and we learned an impaortant lesson in regards to
iff culminating points and operational plans.
?. The linkage between operational culminating paints and
EES national strategies demonstrate the danger of unfounded hopes.
;:; Traditionally, political and military leadership will not abandon

,  a strategic or political end state once they have begun the war. |
%Eg Rather than change, they will mald reality to meet their wishes. |
izé It is hard to abandon political goals in war; consequently, it
(% his hard to abandon their strategies. Leaders believe their
?ﬂ hopes and not the reality. Our analysis, however, tells us that
g% operational culminating points are unforgiving in their impact on
o
ij strategy. The political and military leadership must be

\
fg open-minded so as to modify and even abandon their current
%% strategic or political goals. The Egyptians were not able to }
ﬁ;‘ face the limitations of their operational plan and reached far ‘
}3 strategic goals beyond their grasp. The result was the defeat
L
;E not only of their first plan, but also their second.
i; In conclusion we admit that our model is rough and that
v
?% further expagsition is necessary to refine it. However, its
ts beginnings demonstrate that it has utility in elucidating the
_f‘ relatiaonship between operational culminating points and the
0
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strategies of exhaustion and battle. The brief insights

*

gained from using our model tells us that planners must not

_.-..u-'»n‘A
»r

A overlook the significance operational culminating paints have on
#@ strategies. This is especially critical during a time when the
L; United States military faces an austere budéet. Attempting to
E%; achieve strategic objectives beyond the grasp of the operational
%aj culminating point can only lead to disaster.
ih
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